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Abstract
Social well-being is a good complementary measurement to the economically biased 
measurements of development such as GNP and GDP. However, this “perception-based” 
measurement may lead to subjective feelings or false consciousness or even a paradox. To achieve 
more objective data, we need to emphasize the importance of well-being at the societal level, 
namely the macro and systemic dimensions of society. Here, societal well-being is measured 
by three basic social dimensions: the structural, indicated by people’s trust in government 
institutions, satisfaction with employment, job stability and the income gap, and fairness in 
education and jobs; the cultural dimension, including people’s trust in cultural institutions such 
as religion, and perception of fair treatment to culturally related identities, such as gender, age, 
race, ethnicity, and nationality; and the processual, indicated by social dynamics such as trust 
in political parties, the local community, and civil organizations. This study compares well-
being at the societal level in Indonesia and South Korea using survey data collected by the 
International Consortium of Social Well-being. The analysis shows that (a) the mean scores 
for Indonesia are higher than for South Korea on each dimension; (b) for Indonesia, the mean 
cultural dimension score is far higher than the structural or processual scores; and (c) for South 
Korea, the range between the mean scores of the three dimensions is narrow, suggesting that 
South Korea’s societal well-being is more balanced than that of Indonesia. 
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The existing growth-oriented approach to 
development has failed to develop people’s 
essential well-being through promotingthe 
happiness, satisfaction, trustworthiness, and 
fairness to foster an ultimate “good society.” 
Social sciences should be able measure the 
real quality of social well-being that ideally 
balances the materialistic achievements of 
development with people’s perceptions of the 
quality of well-being, including happiness, 
satisfaction, trust, and fairness as their 
development targets.
Social well-being can be differentiated 
into personal, relational, and societal well-
being. This article will focus on societal well-
being, which includes the macro, systemic, 
and holistic dimensions of society. Societal 
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well-being must be able to relate personal 
perceptions on the gains in development to 
the sociological conditions of macro systems 
in society. Hence, the societal well-being of a 
society reflects the quality of the sociological 
conditions that lead to different variations 
in social well-being. The macro-level 
societal systems however, are very complex. 
Sociological analysis has developed various 
theoretical perspectives to deal with these 
complexities. The major perspectives are 
structuralism, which emphasizes the power 
of structures on human actions, culturalism, 
which emphasizes the power of values, 
traditions, and belief systems as the blueprint 
of human behavior, and interactionism, 
which is premised on the actor’s subjective 
interpretations of social facts. At the macro 
level it emphasizes the dynamic processes 
of a society (constructivism). Following 
that theoretical perspective in the analysis, 
we have distinguished the basic elements of 
societal units into structural, cultural, and 
processual dimensions. Therefore, to produce 
“genuine societal well-being” and promote 
the quality of basic elements of social life, 
we must develop the society structurally, 
culturally, and processually.
This study compares the seven countries 
involved in the survey conducted by the 
Consortium of Social Well-being. These 
seven countries can be ranked according 
to their levels of happiness: Indonesia 
(7.68), Vietnam (7.63), Thailand (7.62), the 
Philippines (7.00), Japan (6.25), Taiwan 
(6.14), and South Korea (5.93). The same 
results can also be seen in scores on the 
question of overall life satisfaction: Indonesia 
(7.91), Thailand (7.58), Vietnam (7.37), the 
Philippines (6.84), Taiwan (6.31), Japan 
(5.87), and South Korea (5.70). Statistically, 
the societies with high scores tend to be the 
lower income countries, while the countries 
that score less on happiness are the higher 
income countries. To further differentiate the 
two, it is interesting to compare Indonesia 
with the highest scores and South Korea with 
the lowest scores; not only do their scores 
contrast, but their economic development is 
different although the two countries are both 
republics and historically colonized countries 
that reached independence at the same age.
CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK
A societal unit is a macro, systemic system 
that consists of three basic elements, 
namely the structural, the cultural, and the 
processual. The elements of a societal system 
are sociologically much more complex than 
has been represented in the survey indicators. 
For the time being,  this study will categorize 
the existing indicators provided in the 
survey to compare the survey findings of 
South Korea with Indonesia  into structural, 
cultural, and processual dimensions. Doing 
so allows us to draw both sociological and 
practical conclusions as well as theoretical 
recommendations. This new theoretical 
premise needs to be taken into account in 
future studies.
Structural Dimension 
Social structure is basically a pattern of 
relationships––particularly power relations––
among individuals or social groups, which 
coercively and imperatively constrains and 
regulates the interactions and interrelations 
in society (Wirutomo 2014: 285). Giddens 
has argued, however, that structure also 
facilitates and enables agents to produce 
praxis, which make change possible within 
the structure (structuration) (Giddens 1984).
The structural form of a society is 
primarily observable in its stratification. 
Poor structural conditions are indicated by 
severe inequality, so the better the structure, 
the less inequality there is likely to be. 
Hence, development of a society in a real 
sociological sense needs structural change 
or development. Social structure is basically 
created, developed, and maintained by 
governments through “structural instruments” 
such as legislation, policies, and regulations. 
The power of the business world may also 
impose “extra-legal” structural power 
over the everyday life of citizens. Thus, 
in practical terms, the control of structural 
power is always monopolized by the elites 
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(e.g., the state in collaboration with large 
corporations) to build a pattern of structural 
domination that suppresses people’s well-
being, exploits the economy, and produces 
inequality. “Structural development” is 
needed to improve the balance of power 
relations between the government and the 
common people or between the rich and the 
poor, through the development of policies, 
legislation, development budgets, and other 
structural instruments that benefit the majority 
by creating a just, non-discriminatory, and 
inclusive society. A study on societal well-
being must therefore be able to monitor the 
structural conditions of the society through 
its citizens’ perceptions.
Cultural Dimension 
Following Harrison and Huntington (2000), 
culture here is defined specifically in purely 
subjective terms as value systems, norms, 
beliefs, customs, and traditions. All of these 
are deeply internalized in the personalities 
of individuals and in communities, thereby 
forming patterns of behavior and attitudes 
from “within.” Social structure could also 
be considered to have a cultural element, but 
Harrison and Huntington in Culture Matters 
argued: “...if culture includes everything, it 
explains nothing” (Harrison and Huntington 
2000:xv). Thus, in this article the two 
concepts are distinguished for the sake of 
analysis. The most important distinction 
between structural and cultural power lies 
in the level of internalization. Structural 
power is based on the institutionalization of 
regulations or norms while cultural power is 
based on internalization of values and norms 
in the personality system of an individual 
or in the social system. It includes what 
Durkheim (1961) termed “the sacred,” and 
Bourdieu (1992) has named “habitus.”
The existing culture however, is not 
always a way of living that best provides 
for the well-being of all people. Through 
“cultural hegemony,” powerful elites always 
try to conserve the existing culture to protect 
their own interests and oppress others. That is 
why we need cultural development initiatives 
to improve people’s well-being. Without 
necessarily adopting “cultural determinism,” 
this study views culture as one of the most 
important and fundamental elements of 
society, following the tradition of Durkheim 
(1938, 1961), Weber (1958, 1963), Parsons 
(1951), and contemporary sociologists such 
as Landes, Fukuyama, Pye, and Harrison 
and Huntington, (2000) who questioned: 
“To what extent do cultural factors shape 
economic and political development? If they 
do, how can cultural obstacles to economic 
and political development be removed 
or changed so as to facilitate progress?” 
(Wirutomo, 2014:286). 
Processual Dimension
Social process here refers to the dynamics 
aspect of social life whereby members of 
society (individuals or groups) express, 
discuss, and negotiate their aspirations 
dynamically and creatively through day-to-
day informal interactions or through formal 
institutions. These “fluid” social processes 
must be considered as important sources of 
change to well-established structures and 
culture because “social order is essentially 
a negotiated order.” Social processes are 
practical, ranging from informal daily 
social interaction, participation in social 
networks, clubs, and associations, processes 
of communication (real and virtual), 
collaboration, disputes, and conflicts, to more 
formal institutions such as political parties 
and civic movements. In short, they involve 
all activities in the public sphere––the public 
world of politics (see Habermas 1984) and 
the private sphere (the private world of 
family and economic relations). Considering 
the complexity and the wide scope of social 
processes, this concept should be treated as 
one of the most important basic elements 
of society. In other words, the processual 
element is a very important determinant of 
societal well-being.
METHODS
The “International Comparative Surveys on 
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Figure 1. Weighting Factor Formula
Table 1. Weighted Sample Size of Indonesia
Region N Total Population Weighting Factor Sample Quota Weighted Sample Size
Jakarta 200 9,607,787 0.4274 16% 6.8%
West Java 200 43,053,732 1.9152 16% 30.6%
Central Java 200 32,382,657 1.4405 16% 23.0%
Yogyakarta 150 3,457,491 0.2051 12% 2.5%
East Java 200 37,476,757 1.6671 16% 26.7%
Banten 150 10,632,166 0.6306 12% 7.6%
Bali 150 3,890,757 0.2308 12% 2.8%
Total 1,250 140,501,347
Total Indonesia 237,641,326
Source: 
Indonesian Statistical Bureau. 2012. Indonesian Population by Province and Year 1971, 1980, 1990, 1995, 2000, and 
2010 (Badan Pusat Statistik. 2012. Penduduk Indonesia menurut Provinsi 1971, 1980, 1990, 1995, 2000, and 2010), with 
adjustments.
Lifestyle and Values” on which this study 
is based were designed and conducted by 
the Center for Social Well-being Studies, 
Institute for the Development of Social 
Intelligence, Senshu University, Japan, in 
collaboration with the Social Well-being 
Research Consortium in Asia. In this study, 
we compare Korean (2,000 cases) and 
Indonesian data (1,250 cases). The sampling 
method in South Korea used proportionate 
quota sampling stratified by sex, age, and 
region. In Indonesia a two-stage quota 
sampling method was used. A weighting 
factor was used in the Indonesian data to 
represent regional populations. A model of 
the weighted sample in Indonesia can be 
found below in Figure 1.
Age, education, and personal income 
were used to show the characteristics of each 
country. In this study, we assume that age, 
education, and personal income determine 
the societal well-being in each country.
As previously indicated, measuring 
societal well-being involved analyzing 
three aspects: the structural, cultural, and 
processual. Four variables from the general 
questionnaire model were selected and the 
indicators for each variable were adjusted 
and recoded to depict each aspect.
The structural dimension is divided 
into three sub-dimensions: satisfaction, 
fairness, and trust. Each sub-dimension has 
its own indicators. All indicators were issues 
determined or influenced by government 
policy regulations and their implementation. 
Indicators for satisfaction relate to issues on 
employment and job stability, spare time, and 
income gaps. Indicators for fairness relate to 
issues on occupation, educational attainment, 
and income and assets. Indicators for trust 
relate to issues concerned with government 
institutions (local government, public 
facilities, police, army, and firefighting).
The cultural dimension of societal well-
being is measured by examining the degree 
to which people perceive fairness based 
on cultural traits such as gender, age, race, 
ethnic, nationality, and religion. The way 
people perceive fairness may differ according 
to their value system. For instance, age and 
Sample Quota 
Weighting Factor 
WF = % Population 
  % Sample
Weighted Sample 
Size 
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Table 2. Descriptive Statistics
Total
Indonesia Korea
Case Percentage (%) Case
Percentage 
(%)
Case 1,250 100 2,000 100
Age 20s 364 29.1 366 18.3
30s 348 27.8 428 21.4
40s 267 21.4 490 24.5
50s 173 13.8 454 22.7
60s 98 7.9 262 13.1
Education Primary Education
- Elementary School 284 22.7 4 0.2
Secondary Education
- Junior High School
- High School
- Vocational School
727 58.2 398 19.9
Tertiary Education
- College Vocational School
- Four Year University [Bachelor]
- Post Graduate University [Master – Doctoral]
238 19.1 1598 79.9
Income Low Income
ID Less than Rp 2,000,000
SK Less than 1,990,000 won
480 51.6 549 32.1
Middle Income
ID Rp 2,000,001 – Rp 4,999,999
SK 2,000,000 won – 4,490,000 won
349 37.5 800 46.8
High Income 
ID More than Rp 4,999,999
SK More than 4,500,000 won
101 10.9 360 21.1
gender may be perceived differently across 
societies or countries. How people perceive 
fairness based on ethnicity, race, nationality, 
and religion may represent toleration and 
intergroup relations. 
The processual dimension of societal 
well-being was measured by considering 
how people perceive their risk and safety 
networks. In this research, its indicators relate 
to issues on legal-formal institutions (political 
parties) as well as informal institutions (local 
community and civil organizations). 
The calculation of the societal well-
being construct is a simple mean score for 
the South Korea sample and a weighted mean 
score for the Indonesia sample. For all of the 
5-point scale questions, we extended the 
scale into an 11-point scale for consistency 
with other questions. We also inverted 
the scale from “positive to negative,” to 
“negative to positive” in questions such as 
W0504 “To what extent do you agree with 
the statement ‘the income gap is currently too 
large’ in current society?” The Likert scale 
initially ranged from (0) strongly disagree to 
(10) strongly agree, which meant the more 
respondents  disagreed, the more positive the 
answers were; we inverted the scale to (0) 
strongly agree to (10) strongly disagree. We 
also inverted the scale for questions W05 and 
W03. 
In the general questionnaire model, we 
identified multiple problems in questions 
on race, ethnicity, and nationality (W0308). 
Thus, in the Indonesian case we adjusted 
and separated the indicators for the fairness 
question about race, ethnicity, and nationality 
into three questions and distinguished 
different perceptions on those questions. We 
found the same problem with the indicator 
on local government office staff, police, and 
civil servants (C0107), and resolved it in the 
same way.
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Table 3. Measurement of Societal Well-Being 
Dimensions Sub- Dimension Code Indicators Scale
STRUCTURAL Satisfaction W0203 How satisfied are you currently with the employment and job stability?
11 point Likert scale, 
very unsatisfied (0) 
to very satisfied (10)
W0209 How satisfied are you currently with the amount of spare time?
W0504
How do you agree to the following statements on 
current Indonesian society? The income gap is currently 
too big Income Gap is not too Wide
11 point Likert scale, 
strongly agree (0) 
to strongly disagree 
(10)
W0505
How do you agree to the following statements on 
current Indonesian society The Income Gap will likely 
be greter in 10 Years
Satisfaction – Structural
Fairness W0303 How do you think people are treated unfairly based on educational background in current society as a whole?
11 point Likert scale, 
not at all unfair (0) to 
strongly unfair (10), 
invert to strongly 
unfair (0) to not at 
all unfair (10)
W0304 How do you think people are treated unfairly based on occupation in current society as a whole?
W0305 How do you think people are treated unfairly based on income in current society as a whole?
W0306 How do you think people are treated unfairly based on assets in current society as a whole?
Fairness -Structural
Institutional 
Trust
C0107 To what degree do you feel you can trust or not trust 
local government office staff, police, and civil servants?
5 point Likert scale, 
cannot trust at all (1) 
to 5 can trust a lot, 
multiply the scale 
into maximum scale 
10
Institutional Trust - Structural
STRUCTURAL
CULTURAL Fairness W0301 How do you think people are treated unfairly based on Gender in current society as a whole?
11 point Likert scale, 
not at all unfair (0) to 
strongly unfair (10), 
invert to strongly 
unfair (0) to not at 
all unfair (10)
W0302 How do you think people are treated unfairly based on Age in current society as a whole?
W0308
How do you think people are treated unfairly based on 
Race, Ethnicity, and Nationality in current society as a 
whole?
W0311 How do you think people are treated unfairly based on Religion in current society as a whole?
Fairness - Cultural 
CULTURAL
PROCESSUAL Risk and Safety 
Network
What people or organisation do you rely upon to 
help you deal with your personal daily problems and 
concerns (unemployment, low income, sickness, old 
age, everyday surroundings, etc)? 
5 point Likert scale, 
cannot trust at all (1) 
to 5 can trust a lot, 
multiply the scale 
into maximum scale 
10R0207 Political Party
R0208 Local Community
R0209 Civil Organisation
Risk and Safety Network - Processual
PROCESSUAL
 SOCIETAL WELL BEING
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Table 4. Societal Well-Being, Mean Score Analysis
Dimensions Sub- Dimension Code Indicators Min/Max Scale Indonesia South Korea
STRUCTURAL Satisfaction
W0203 Employment and Job Stability 0/10 Interval 6.57(Std. 2.24)
5.28 
(Std. 2.44)
W0209 Amount of Spare Time 0/10 Interval 7.05(Std. 1.90)
6.10 
(Std. 2.29)
W0504 Income Gap is not too Wide 0/10 Interval 3.16(Std. 2.17)
1.94
(Std. 2.12)
W0505 The Income Gap will not be Wider in 10 Years 0/10 Interval
3.21
(Std. 2.34)
1.80
(Std. 2.07)
Satisfaction – Structural 0/10 Interval 4.86 3.79
Fairness W0303 Educational Background 0/10 Interval 6.24(Std. 2.58)
3.01
(Std. 2.04)
W0304 Occupation 0/10 Interval 5.93(Std. 2.60)
2.93
(Std. 2.00)
W0305 Income 0/10 Interval 5.77(Std. 2.61)
2.57 
(Std. 2.17)
W0306 Assets 0/10 Interval 5.77(Std. 2.56)
2.63
(Std. 2.17)
Fairness -Structural 5.93 2.78
Institutional 
Trust C0107
Local Government Office Staff, 
Police, and Civil Servants 2/10 Interval 5.93
4.95
(Std. 1.63)
C01071 Local Government and Office Staff 2/10 Interval
5.63
(Std. 2.01)
C01072 Police 2/10 Interval 5.95(Std. 2.02)
C01074 Civil Servants 2/10 Interval 6.18(Std. 1.73)
Institutional Trust – 
Structural 5.92 4.95
STRUCTURAL 5.57 3.47
CULTURAL Fairness W0301 Gender 0/10 Interval 6.66(Std. 2.47)
3.90
(Std.1.99)
W0302 Age 0/10 Interval 6.70(Std. 2.45)
3.51
(Std. 1.96)
W0308 Race, Ethnicity, and Nationality 0/10 Interval 6.62
3.56
(Std. 2.06)
W03081 Race 0/10 Interval 6.40(Std. 2.68)
W03082 Ethnicity 0/10 Interval 6.65(Std. 2.57)
W03082 Nationality 0/10 Interval 6.79(Std. 2.56)
W0311 Religion 0/10 Interval 7.29(Std. 2.53)
4.66
(Std. 2.12)
Fairness - Cultural 6.76 3.90
CULTURAL 6.76 3.90
PROCESSUAL Risk and Safety 
Network R0206 Political Party 2/10 Interval
4.03
(Std. 2.15)
3.20
(Std. 1.57)
R0207 Local Community 2/10 Interval 7.48(Std. 2.01)
3.96
(Std. 1.72)
R0208 Civil Organisation 2/10 Interval 5.17(Std. 2.38)
4.38
(Std. 1.89)
Risk and Safety Network – 
Processual 5.56 3.85
PROCESSUAL 5.56 3.85
 SOCIETAL WELL BEING 5.97 3.65
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SURVEY FINDINGS ON 
SOCIETAL WELL-BEING 
CONDITIONS IN INDONESIA 
AND SOUTH KOREA
Overall, the mean score of societal well-
being in Indonesia (5.97) was higher than in 
South Korea (3.65) on every dimension and 
indicator, as shown in Table 4.
The Structural Dimension of Societal Well-
being
The structural dimension of societal well-being 
includes everything related to government 
administration, such as development policies 
and regulations. In this survey, the structural 
dimension consists of several indicators: 1) 
satisfaction toward employment conditions, 
quantity of spare time, and the income gap; 
2) fairness based on education, employment, 
and income and assets; and 3) institutional 
trust in governmental bodies such as local 
government, police, and civil servants. In 
general, the perception of societal well-being 
on the structural dimension was higher in 
Indonesia (5.57) than in South Korea (3.47). 
Among the three indicators of the 
structural dimension, the patterns for 
Indonesia and South Korea were different. 
Indonesian respondents had a higher score 
on fairness (5.93) based on education, 
employment, income and assets, and 
institutional trust (5.92) than on satisfaction 
(4.86). In contrast, South Korean respondents 
had higher scores on institutional trust in 
government bodies than on satisfaction and 
fairness indicators (4.95; 3.79, and 2.78, 
respectively). 
Among the indicators on the satisfaction 
sub-dimension for both South Korea and 
Indonesia, the income gap obtained the lowest 
scores (3.16 and 3.21 for Indonesia; and 1.94 
and 1.80 for South Korea). This means that the 
income gap is the most significant problem 
currently as well as over the next ten years. 
In 2017, the Gini ratio for Indonesia was 
0.39 (Indonesia Investment, 2016), which 
was higher than South Korea’s 0.3 (Statista, 
2016); this suggests South Korea’s condition 
is slightly more equal. However, this survey 
shows that South Korean respondents still 
perceive the income gap as wide.
Among the indicators of fairness sub-
dimension, income and asset ownership also 
obtained the lowest mean scores in Indonesia 
(both 5.77) and in South Korea (2.57 and 2.63). 
Education and occupation are perceived to be 
fairer for both Indonesian and South Korean 
respondents as reflected in their higher scores 
(6.24 and 5.93 for Indonesia and 3.01 and 
2.93 for South Korea). This shows that the 
sense of inequality in terms of income and 
asset ownership is difficult to diminish in 
both a developed country (South Korea), and 
a middle-income country (Indonesia).
The Cultural Dimension of Societal Well-
being
The cultural dimension includes everything, 
such as gender, age, and religion, that is 
related to an internalized sense of identity, 
value system, and belief system. In this 
study, the cultural dimension is measured by 
individual perceptions on fairness based on 
age, gender, ethnicity, race, nationality, and 
religion. On this dimension, Indonesia has a 
much higher mean score (6.77) than South 
Korea (3.90). 
Among the indicators for fairness, 
religion obtained the highest score in both 
countries (7.29 for Indonesia and 4.66 
for South Korea) compared to age, race, 
ethnicity, or nationality. This means that the 
respondents perceived less discrimination 
based on religion. Sociologically, in the case 
of Indonesia, there are contradictory realities. 
Inter-faith marriage, especially between 
Christians and Muslims, is not allowed. In 
addition, there are still many difficulties in 
building churches in some parts of Indonesia. 
In some cases, churches are forced to close, or 
are even destroyed. Those who belong to folk 
religions must obtain their birth certificates 
by civil registration, which includes a note 
that their parent’s marriage has not been 
recognized by the state. 
The higher score for fairness in religion 
for Indonesia may also be explained by the 
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respondents’ reluctance to be critical of 
religious affairs. Second, the Indonesian 
findings are somewhat related to the problem 
of majority bias as the majority of the 
population (87.18%) is Muslim according 
to the 2010 Indonesia Population Census, 
although most Indonesian respondents 
are not sensitive to discrimination based 
on religion. The details suggest that the 
perception of religiously based fairness 
differs among the religious groups. The score 
of Muslims is highest (7.37) compared to 
other religions in Indonesia. In South Korean, 
almost half (43.3%) of the population in a 
2010 survey had no religion (Population of 
The World, 2018). In this survey, Catholics 
in South Korea gave the highest score to 
religiously based fairness (4.96) compared 
to other minorities, who tended to feel 
more unfairness regarding shamanism, folk 
religions, and nature worship (3.57).
The lowest score for difference on the 
sub-dimension showed different perceptions 
between Indonesians and South Koreans 
on what were regarded as the most unequal 
identities. For Indonesian respondents, there 
were no differences in discrimination based on 
gender, age, or race/ethnic/nationality as the 
scores were not greatly different (6.70, 6.66, 
and 6.61, for gender, age, and race/ethnic/
nationality, respectively). On the other hand, 
South Korean perceived more discrimination 
based on age and race/ethnicity/nationality 
rather than gender (3.51, 3.56, and 3.90 for 
age, race/ethnicity/nationality, and gender). 
The Processual Dimension of Societal 
Well-being
In this research, the processual dimension 
was measured by examining the respondent’s 
perception of the ability of “processual” 
institutions such as political parties, the local 
community, and civil organizations to solve 
daily problems faced by citizens. As in the 
other dimensions, Indonesia had a higher 
average score (5.56) than South Korea (3.85). 
It is interesting to see that the survey 
data show that local communities are seen as 
having an important role to play in Indonesia 
(7.48) while civil organizations have a more 
important (4.38) role for South Korean 
respondents. Political parties received the 
lowest score when compared to the local 
community or civil organizations in both 
countries (4.03 for Indonesia, 3.20 for South 
Korea). This is common in every modern 
society where the civil society movement is 
more functional than political organizations.
With regard to the context of 
democratization in both countries, it is 
interesting to note that political parties 
were viewed more negatively in helping 
to resolve citizens’ day-to-day problems 
than civil organizations and the local 
community. However, in the South Korea 
context, democratization is led by civil 
organizations, which is a good indication of 
people’s empowerment. In Indonesia, people 
rely more on neighborhood associations 
that are systematically organized in 
every neighborhood in Indonesia by the 
government. 
The Balanced Structural, Cultural, 
Processual Dimension 
As mentioned above, structural, cultural, 
and processual dimension were used in the 
analysis of societal well-being. A “good 
society” however, cannot only be explained 
by the score of each individual dimension. 
Sociologically, it is important to take into 
consideration the interaction and correlations 
between those three components. For that 
reason, the score gap between the dimensions 
is also an important factor in measuring 
societal well-being. As the structural, cultural, 
and processual dimensions are considered 
the basic components of sociocultural life, 
balance and coherence among them are also 
essential. Hence societal well-being is also 
determined by the balance between structural, 
cultural, and processual dimensions. 
This study showed that South Korea has 
a relatively lower score in each dimension of 
societal well-being compared to Indonesia, 
but it has a more balanced societal life than 
Indonesia. Thus, based on the previous 
theoretical discussion we have concluded 
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Figure 2. Societal Well-Being: Structural, Cultural, and Processual Variables
that South Korean society has a more 
balanced societal well-being than Indonesia, 
and that problems in Indonesian society can 
be attributed to an imbalance in structural, 
cultural, and processual dimensions. 
However, both countries have the same 
strength in the cultural dimension of societal 
well-being, as both have the highest mean 
scores in cultural fairness. Yet Indonesia 
and South Korea also have differences, 
as Indonesia still faces problems in the 
processual and structural dimensions while 
South Korean respondents perceive that they 
still face structural problems, as shown by 
their lowest mean scores. For Indonesia, low 
mean scores on the processual dimension 
reflect respondents who still have low levels 
of trust in civil organizations and political 
parties, although neighborhood associations 
are perceived to play an important role in 
resolving the problems of everyday life. 
Interestingly, in both countries, respondents 
perceived structural dimension as a problem 
in their life. This perception is strongly 
represented by scores on the income gap 
and fairness in income and asset ownership. 
Although South Korea is regarded as a high-
income country, the income gap still involves 
structural problems that people have to deal 
with in everyday life. In South Korea, income 
disparities can lead to suicide (Herh 2018).
Possible Determinant Factors of Societal 
Well-being in Indonesia and South Korea
To identify the most significant factor in 
structural, cultural, processual, and societal 
well-being, we used Somers’ D correlation. 
In this research, we use several demographic 
profiles as independent variables for societal 
well-being. The most significant factor of 
the mean score of societal well-being in 
Indonesia and South Korea is income, but 
the correlations take a different direction. In 
South Korea, the correlation is positive (the 
higher the income, the higher the value of 
societal well-being), while in Indonesia the 
correlation is negative. In Indonesia, income, 
age, and educational background are also 
correlated to the value of societal well-being 
in a different direction. Age is positively 
correlated with societal well-being while 
educational background shows a negative 
correlation.
On the structural dimension, in Indo-
nesia as well as South Korea, income is sig-
nificantly correlated; in Indonesia the cor-
relation is negative while in South Korea it 
tends to be positive. This means income is 
a very important predictor of the structural 
Structural Cultural Processual Societal Well-Being
Indonesia 5.57 6.76 5.56 5.97
South Korea 3.47 3.90 3.85 3.65
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Table 5. Determinant Variables toward Structural, Cultural, Processual, and Societal Well-
Being in Indonesia and South Korea
INDONESIA SOUTH KOREA
Variables Measurement Value Std. Error Approx. Sig Value Std. Error
Approx. 
Sig
Structural
Age Toward Structural Somers’ d 0.195 0.052 0.000 0.062 0.076 0.416
Education Toward Structural Somers’ d -0.141 0.048 0.004 0.031 0.048 0.516
Income Toward Structural Somers’ d -0.145 0.041 0.001 0.289 0.071 0.000
Cultural
Age Toward Cultural Somers’ d 0.052 0.044 0.230 0.063 0.045 0.158
Education Toward Cultural Somers’ d -0.135 0.040 0.001 -0.043 0.032 0.175
Income Toward Cultural Somers’ d -0.081 0.048 0.093 0.074 0.045 0.102
Processual
Age Toward Processual Somers’ d 0.031 0.035 0.371 -0.032 0.039 0.413
Education Toward Processual Somers’ d -0.104 0.032 0.001 -0.011 0.027 0.679
Income Toward Processual Somers’ d -0.087 0.037 0.019 0.130 0.016 0.001
Societal Well Being
Age Toward Societal Well-Being 
Indeks
Somers’ d 0.132 0.060 0.030 -0.052 0.089 0.558
Education Toward Societal Well-
Being Indeks
Somers’ d -0.259 0.053 0.000 0.053 0.050 0.291
Income Toward Societal Well-
Being Indeks
Somers’ d -0.255 0.058 0.000 0.314 0.080 0.001
dimension of societal well-being. 
In addition to income, age is also 
significantly correlated in Indonesia. This 
means that the older a person is, the more 
satisfied the person is with his or her 
employment, spare time, and the income gap, 
and the more likely he or she is to perceive 
fairness in education, occupation, incomes 
and asset ownership, and to have trust in 
government institutions. It could be related to 
the traditional Indonesian philosophy that the 
elderly must be more “accepting” as Keyes 
has also mentioned that “[p]sychological 
well-being may increase with age” (Keyes 
1998: 131-32). 
Educational background has a significant 
negative correlation with the structural 
dimension in Indonesia. Higher education 
makes people more critical of structural 
conditions such as the income gap and 
fairness in income, asset ownership, and 
makes them more distrustful of government 
officials. 
In the cultural dimension (perceptions 
about fairness on gender, age, religion, eth-
nicity/race/nationality) conditions in Indo-
nesia are different from South Korea. In 
Indonesia, educational background shows a 
significant negative correlation. This means 
that people with higher educational back-
grounds tend to have more critical awareness 
of fairness in gender, age, religion and race/
ethnicity/nationality. In South Korea, age, 
educational background, and income have 
no significant correlation with the cultural 
dimension.
In the processual dimension, income 
does have a significant correlation, but it 
takes a different direction in both countries. 
In Indonesia, income shows a negative 
correlation while in South Korea it is 
positively correlated. In South Korea, income 
is significantly correlated, which means that 
the higher the income, the higher the trust 
in institutions to resolve daily problems. In 
Indonesia, in addition to income, education 
also shows a negative correlation with 
the processual dimension. The higher the 
educational level, the lower the trust in 
political parties, community, and civil society 
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organizations as institutions to resolve 
citizens’ problems.
CONCLUSION
In this study, societal well-being is defined 
by three dimensions of social life: structure, 
culture, and process. This is important 
because to develop as human beings, 
we have to develop society systemically 
and holistically. Every human society is 
characterized by its “social life.” Thus, every 
development must be directed to the basic 
elements of “social life,” namely structure, 
culture, and social process. These dimensions 
also help to unravel the complexity of the 
concept of societal well-being. 
Interestingly, although South Korea is 
considered a developed country and is part of 
the Organisation for Economic Cooperation 
and Development (OECD), overall it is 
Indonesia that has a higher mean score on 
societal well-being than South Korea. This 
pattern occurs with all dimensions and 
indicators in this research. A methodological 
note here is that every society has their own 
way of responding to the survey. Indonesian 
respondents seemed to be more appreciative 
in terms of giving higher score than South 
Koreans.
Indonesia and South Korea show a 
similarity in the level of importance placed 
on the dimensions of societal well-being. 
Both countries show a similarity in having a 
strong cultural dimension concerning societal 
well-being. Moreover, both countries also 
show quite similar problems in the structural 
dimension. This means that structural 
development in Indonesia and South Korea 
has become an important issue on the 
political agenda. This study also shows that 
religion is an important cultural institution 
for Indonesians, a sacred component of their 
lives. Religious figures also play an important 
role in the country. However, further study 
on the processual dimension of societal well-
being in both countries is needed to complete 
this theoretical model of societal well-being.
This research has found that the 
score of every dimension of societal well-
being in South Korea is more coherent and 
balanced as compared to Indonesia. Given 
the theoretical model discussed here, this 
balanced societal well-being is an important 
factor in the quality of societal well-being. 
The combination of high and balanced scores 
as the standardized measurement of societal 
well-being is not yet ascertained and requires 
further research.
In measuring societal well-being, 
satisfaction, fairness, and trust are important 
structural indicators. These three all have 
a clear object unlike happiness, which is 
a general and subjective experience not 
associated with a specific object. On the 
cultural dimension, the survey question need 
to differentiate religion from ethnicity or race 
as it has different connotations in social life. 
Further study on societal well-being must 
more also explore the processual dimension 
of societal well-being in the context of digital 
society. 
Another finding shows the importance 
of income, education, and age as possible 
determinants for societal well-being. 
These variables can correlate positively 
or negatively with the structural, cultural, 
and processual dimensions of societal well-
being. Further study using qualitative and 
quantitative methods is also needed to be 
able to explain why the variables show both 
positive and negative correlations. 
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